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 So I’m thinking about patterns. How banding can form a sort of system 
of repetitions. Banding that would move through a series of still images. So that 
you can add them all up. Forming a kind of, uh, pictorial whole that refreshes at 
a rate of twenty four still images per second.

 I begin making little drawings and sketches on file cards. Specifically on 
the back side. I make most of my drawings on them because I tend to make a lot 
of erasures when I am drawing, and with the memory cards you can do whatev-
er you want with them. When I get to the point where I see something compel-
ling, something interesting, I’ll transfer the drawings onto graph paper. To see 
how everything lays out on a timeline. And once I decide the size of the band 
most of the work is already decided.

 My works are made with these dimensions because, um, the easiest thing 
to do is to get premade materials. I guess it’s the easiest way for me to work 
because I- I don’t want to use a mitre box.

 With the, uh, premade materials I do what’s called butt-ending it. Basical-
ly, I tape the ends of the lumber together with nails. It gives more room to build, 
um, large works because it’s quite simple to put bracing in, and the structure 
is pretty good. Basically they’re easy to handle and simple to make. They look 
better too. I think there’s something about the surface and making geometric 
forms, which is, um, they’re better. The work doesn’t hug the wall. There’s an 



integrity that separates from the wall. However, I can’t really give you a, uh, a 
numerical number for this separation. You’ll have take my word for it. I geuss.  

 I’ve already decided on the paint that I want to use. I want to use this me-
tallic copper paint. It’s something that, um, that sort of seizes the surface. I think 
there’s a tactility with how the footage absorbs the paint. However there’s still 
something fairly repellent about it, because a lot qualities like, uh, the colour, 
are rendered away.

 I can’t really tell you what I think about when i’m working. I don’t really 
think about anything in particular, I mean; maybe lunch or dinner, or maybe 
what- I- want- to- make- next. Because by the time I’m painting the drawings for 
these paintings have already been made. It’s just a task of, um, translating paint-
ing into a sequence of images; and to be completely honest, the whole process 
is pretty boring.

 The enemies of art are said to be representation, reproduction, and recre-
ation. There’s one thing in common with the three. They all start with the letters 
‘R’ and ‘E’ and that makes the sound, ‘RE’. The second thing they have common 
is, um, an obsession of doing it again. I think the point that, um, he is trying 
make is while he changes one thing, and one thing leads to another, he’s not 
interested in representing what he does or thinks, reproducing what he does, or 
recreating artwork.



 Often at the detriment of the art and the person who made the art, is, um, 
the person who is looking at the art and tries to make it better. Like me. People 
will trim, cut, reduce, and scale down, a work of art. You know, they, um, take off 
two inches here, and four inches there. I think it’s a lot like, um, photography or 
video. In the sense that cropping and cutting have become common ways of 
looking or talking about artworks. 

 I like the idea, the original idea, of flatness and depth. The idea that these 
are very hard paintings to penetrate. All of the action is on the surface. The 
idea is to keep the viewer from reading a painting, and it seems to me that, um, 
flatness is just an absolute necessity for Modernist painting. Through the use 
of a kind of flat and regulated monotonous script, I could, um, make a painting 
situation that was, or that read, or seemed flatter.

 I mean it seems to me, that um, you kind of have to have a way of ad-
dressing yourself to the viewer that isn’t so much of an invitation as it is a pre-
sentation. In other words, um, I made something and then it is available for peo-
ple to look at. But it’s not an invitation for them to explore. This is not a particular 
record of anything or a documentation of anything. 

 What can seen and heard is a sort of, um, duplication of what has already 
been presented decades ago. I think this sort of, um, Modernist rigour, this 
Modernist logic, is really quite boring. To me, the making and the presentation 



of the making is more interesting.  

 I mean there’s not much to describe with this work and what this is draw-
ing upon. First of all, it’s basically a simple situation, visually. The paintings don’t 
do that much in conventional terms either. They can’t explain to you, I mean, the 
critics can’t explain to you, how one part relates to another. They can’t point out 
what a viewer might have missed. To be honest, neither can I.

 With action painting I think it doesn’t end up working. It seems to me that 
there’s too much of a conventional push pull. As far as I’m concerned, action 
painting almost always seem to get in trouble in the corners. They always start 
out with this big expansive gesture. But afterwards, they end up fiddling around 
in the corners. Doing this and doing that. Every other gesture is made around 
an initial expansive gesture, only to be pushed to the confines of the corners. 
It runs into the problem of the rectilinear frame, which is a sort of cropping of 
what it should be. 

 And It seems to me, that, in painting and energy terms, that big expan-
sive gesture is compromised by all the fixing up that went around the, um, uh 
supposedly, um, the loose are free explosive imagery. I mean, it’s really more of 
an establishment of an illustration of energy, rather the establishment of a real 
pictorial energy.



 And I don’t want that. I want, um, to be able to have my works under a 
kind of control. But not control for its own sake. A kind of uh conceptual paint-
erly control that I feel make these works, or would make his works, at least stron-
ger. Which in turn would make my efforts of imaging these paintings in some 
ways more compelling than um the originals. There is obsession with flatness, 
however there is an opposition to reproduction. And I find this kind of strange 
in the sense that reproductions, at least through this particular means of con-
sumption and presentation, appears to compliment and enhance the original 
obsession with flatness. 

 There’s a tremendous assumption of the artist and humility. Which I don’t 
seem to care about. Um, one being that uh he and I might be too smug about it. 
I geuss.

 I guess this has to do with the business of my work being somehow cold 
and intellectual. Um, I can’t quite explain it. I mean, I think, um, people can see a 
lot of different things in an artwork, and in this case a sort of, um, cold and calcu-
lating logic.  

 The only explanation I can give is, uh, perhaps a biographical one.



 I mean these paintings are very lean compared to other paintings about, 
you know, the general look of them. And if you really looked at them, they seem 
to have a lot to do with somebody like Rothko, and basically nobody accuses 
Rothko of being somehow cold and calculating. I mean these are all his opin-
ions, keep that in mind. I don’t know much about painting so I can’t really con-
firm or deny it.

 I think if this presents a kind of, um, visual experience to you that’s very 
convincing, that it can be a very moving experience. In other words that appre-
hension, that confrontation with the image, that kind of, um, visual impact. Is 
a  kind of, uh, stamping out of an image, that I think is an attempt to give these 
paintings a particular life of their own.  I mean, it’s, um, it’s not a very big of an 
accomplishment, but I think, on the positive side, uh, and this is sudden, but it 
does become very subjective. It has to do with finding both the quality and val-
ue of these paintings. I mean you can talk about things that you might see this 
work, but you never really see them. The experience of the paintings is actually 
from the directness of both the forms and the colours arranged and refreshed 
as a sequence on the screen. Which is really something else.


